In this appendix, we first present a series of Monte Carlo experiments that compare the performance of our OP, MiOP, and MiOPC models under various conditions. We then describe the operationalizations of several independent and control variables that are used in our OP, MiOP and MiOPC models of EU support. Following these descriptions, we evaluate the robustness of our main OP, MiOP, and MiOPC findings via a series of alternative model specifications for EU support. We then report a substantive-effects table for discuss politics, female, and income, which is comparable to the Boxplots reported in Figure 2 of the main paper. Finally, we present two additional survey-data applications. The first additional application examines individual support for "new social movements" within Western Europe, and the second application examines individual support for international trade across 23 countries.
Monte Carlo Experiments
We present the results from three main Monte Carlo exercises below that assess the performance of the OP, MiOP and MiOPC models when the middle category of the ordered dependent variable is "inflated" and thus generated from two distinct d.g.p's. For the first Monte Carlo exercise, we evaluate the OP, MiOP and MiOPC model in a finite sample where the degree of inflation in the middle category of the ordered dependent variable is set at a relatively conservative level of 30%. 1 We assess the OP, MiOP, and MiOPC models for this Monte Carlo exercise across datasets with N's of 2,000, 4,000, and 8,000. For the second Monte Carlo exercise, we hold the number of observations (i.e. N) fixed at 2,000 and then explore how the OP, MiOP and MiOPC model performs when the percent of middle category inflation in the ordered (survey response) dependent variable is increased above 30%. Our final Monte Carlo exercise below uses a simulated dataset with 60% middle category inflation (N = 2, 000) in order to evaluate the importance of exclusion restrictions to the unbiased estimation of MiOP and MiOPC models; when our d.g.p.'s are either MiOP or MiOPC. Figure A .2 indicates that the MiOPC RMSE's for Experiment 2 improve at a faster rate than do the MiOP RMSE's. As a result, the MiOPC RMSE's are consistently lower than the MiOP RMSE's for all inflation stage parameters once N is greater than 2, 000. Hence, increases in N improve our MiOP(C) model estimates relative to comparable OP estimates. While the MiOPC models are generally superior to the MiOP models under MiOPC d.g.p.'s, the former are only decidedly so once N is greater than 2, 000. Thus, the results from Experiments 1 and 2 suggest that if the researcher suspects there to be at least moderate levels of middle-category inflation, MiOP and MiOPC models should be favored over OP models provided that one's data contain at least 2, 000 observations.
[Insert Figures A.1 and A.2 about here]
Monte Carlo results when middle-category inflation increases
To understand whether and how dependent the conclusions reported in the preceding subsection are on the proportion of middle-category inflation chosen, we next hold N constant at 2, 000 and explore how our findings change as we increase the percentage of inflation in the middle category of the ordered dependent variable above 30%. Specifically, we present two additional MC experiments below which use identical parameter and variable values to those specified in Experiments 1 and 2, but which alter the proportion of inflated middle-category responses in our d.g.p.'s to correspond to middle-category inflation levels of 30% (i.e., replicating We evaluate the results of Experiments 3 and 4 graphically by again plotting the RMSE's of our OP, MiOP, and MiOPC parameter estimates. 6 These RMSE plots are reported in Figures A.3 and A.4 below. Beginning first with Experiment 3-which assumes a MiOP d.g.p.-we find that our MiOP and MiOPC models estimate near identical RMSE's for all estimates and all levels of inflation, which is consistent with our findings in Experiments 1 and 2 above.
These findings thereby suggest that, no matter the level of (MiOP) inflation, the MiOPC models recover our true parameter values at a rate that is comparable to that of the MiOP model.
Looking at the left-hand column of Figure A .3, we can also note that our MiOP(C) RMSE's are generally superior to our OP-RMSE's for all parameters and all N's examined, 7 and are consistently superior to our OP model-estimates once the proportion of zero inflation rises above 30%. Moreover, as the proportion of MiOP inflation increases, Figure A .3 also demonstrates that the OP-model's RMSE's worsen (i.e. increase), whereas the MiOP(C) estimates steadily decrease within both the inflation and outcome stages. Hence, increasing the level of MiOP inflation improves our MiOP(C) model estimates and worsens our OP model estimates. At N = 2, 000, all MiOP(C) parameter estimates are less biased and more efficient than OP model estimates, provided that the level of middle-category inflation is greater than 30%.
The results for Experiment 4 (MiOPC d.g.p.), which appear in Figure A .4 below, are largely consistent with the results discussed for Experiment 3 above. The left-hand column of Figure   A .4 reports the outcome-stage RMSE's for Experiment 4 and suggests that for each level of inflation examined, the MiOP(C) models outperform the OP model, with the exception of our β 2 estimates when the proportion inflation is at 30%. As the proportion of middle-category inflation increases in Experiment 4, our MiOP(C) estimates again improve while our OP parameter estimates deteriorate. However, the outcome-stage RMSE's in Figure A .4 also indicate that-6 unlike Experiment 3-our MiOP and MiOPC estimates are not equivalent, and in this case favor the MiOPC model over the MiOP model for both β 1 and β 2 . By contrast, our inflation stage estimates in Figure A .4 at times favor both models, and increasing in the proportion inflation does not affect this conclusion. Put another way, while an increase in N under a MiOPC d.g.p. was found to increasingly favor the MiOPC model's inflation stage estimates over those from the MiOP model in Experiment 2 above, the same cannot be said for increases in the proportion of inflation (at N = 2, 000) in Experiment 4. Rather, it appears that at this level of N, the MiOP model preforms equivalent to-and at times better than-the MiOPC model in estimating our inflation stage parameters no matter the proportion of MiOPC middle category inflation. Hence, at N = 2, 000 and across all proportions of inflation examined in Experiment 4; the MiOPC model outperforms the MiOP and OP models in recovering our true outcome stage parameters but does not outperform the MiOP model in recovering our true inflation stage parameters. To summarize, Experiments 3 and 4 indicate that if one suspects there to be levels of middle-category inflation greater than 30%, then MiOP and MiOPC models should be strongly favored over OP models provided that one's dataset contains at least 2, 000 observations. 
Monte Carlo results when exclusion restrictions are ignored
All of the Monte Carlo results reported above maintain an exclusion restriction. Indeed, our MiOP(C) models in Experiments 1-4 include one additional variable-γ 2 -in their inflation stages, but withhold this variable from their outcome stages. This is consistent with the d.g.p.'s described above, as in each case, γ 2 was simulated to influence the inflation stage d.g.p.
of our dependent variable, but not the ordered outcome stage. Many have argued that-unlike Heckman's selection model (Heckman, 1979) -such an exclusion restriction is unnecessary for the proper identification of inflated models (Winkelman, 1998; Burger et al., 2009, 176) .
However, a number of scholars have also raised cautions in this regard, especially in the context of inflated models allowing for correlated errors (Jackson, 1993; Harris and Zhao, 2007; Xiang, 2010; Breen and Luijkx, 2010, 22 above, but then reanalyze these data while omitting the second "identifying" variable (γ 2 ) from the inflation stage of our MiOP(C) models, and compare our estimates herein to those obtained for the 60% inflation models from Experiments 3 & 4. Hence, experiments 5 and 6 compare our OP, MiOP, MiOPC model estimates when an exclusion restriction is maintained and when it is not, for both MiOP generated data (Experiment) and MiOPC generated data (Experiment 6).
The results from Monte Carlo Experiments 5 and 6 appear in Table A. 2. Beginning first with the mean estimates, RMSEs, and CPs obtained from our model estimates under Experiment 5, which appear in the top half of Table A .2, one can draw several conclusions. First, we find that when an exclusion restriction is ignored under a MiOP d.g.p., our MiOP estimates in some instances slightly improve and in some instances slightly worsen, but still do an exemplary job of recovering our true values-and remain superior to those of the OP or MiOPC.
Hence proper estimation of the MiOP model does not appear to rest on model identification via an exclusion restriction. We find similar results for the MiOPC model in Experiment 5, and its estimates continue to outperform our OP estimates. However, the outcome-stage estimates for the MiOPC become markedly more biased when the inclusion restriction is ignored.
This suggests that identification-via an exclusion restriction-may often be required for our MiOPC model. Experiment 6 repeats the exercise presented for Experiment 5, but in this instance for the case of a MiOPC d.g.p. The results for Experiment 6 appear in the bottom portion of Table A .2, and generally provide more evidence for the need for an exclusion restriction for proper identification and estimation of the MiOPC, but not for the MiOP. Here we can note that, while our MiOP estimates remain essentially unchanged no-matter whether an exclusion restriction is maintained, our MiOPC estimates become more biased-in some cases doubling in size-when the exclusion restriction is ignored. While our MiOPC model estimates generally continue to outperform those of our OP, this again implies that an exclusion restriction is needed for unbiased MiOPC estimation.
[Insert Table A.2 about here] The Monte Carlo findings for experiments 5 and 6 are largely consistent with those run for the ZiOP(C) models by Harris and Zhao (2007, 1084) . They together suggest that when exclusion restrictions are not maintained, one's MiOP(C) estimates, although often similar to those obtained when an exclusion restriction is maintained, are occasionally biased-especially in the case of the MiOPC. These biases can in turn lead to faulty inferences and an inability to correctly distinguish between the MiOP and MiOPC via model fit statistics. However, we also find that-when the exclusion restriction is ignored-our MiOPC models maintain superiority to OP models (when the d.g.p. is either MiOP or MiOPC) and our MiOP model estimates remain largely unchanged from those obtained when an exclusion restriction holds. To delve further into this issue, we therefore examined and compared the levels of non-convergence across the MiOP(C) models with and without exclusion restrictions (i.e., those that were estimated for Experiments 5 & 6), and found that there was no noticeable difference in convergence patterns or rates between MiOP(C) models estimated with and without exclusion restrictions. Nevertheless, we can conclude here that exclusion restrictions are often helpful-and in some cases critical-to accurate and efficient MiOP(C) model estimation, most notably for the MiOPC case.
EU-Support Application

Variable Operationalizations
• Accession Informed is coded as the average responses provided to two complementary questions: (i) "How well informed do you feel about the enlargement, that is new coun-tries joining the European Union?" and (ii) "How well informed do you feel about (your country)'s accession process?" Where responses to each question ranged from "not at all informed" (= 1) to "very well informed" (= 4)
• College education is coded as (1) if a respondent self reports having completed their education at 21 years of age or older, and (0) otherwise.
• Education High is coded as (1) if a respondent self reports having completed their education at 22 years of age or older, and (0) otherwise.
• Education High-Mid is coded as (1) if a respondent self reports having completed their education at 20 or 21 years of age, and (0) otherwise.
• Education Low-Mid is coded as (1) if a respondent self reports having completed their education at 15-19 years of age, and (0) otherwise.
• Executive is coded as (1) if a respondent self reports their occupation as being "executive" • Rural ranges from 1-3 and was coded as a (1) if respondents reported living in a "large town," as a (2) for respondents living in a "small or medium sized town", and as a (3) for respondents living in a "rural area of village"
• Student is coded as a (1) if a respondent self reports their occupation as being "student," and (0) otherwise.
• Unemployed is coded as (1) if a respondent self reports their occupation as being "unem- The OP, MiOP, and MiOPC models of EU support in Table 1 of our main paper represent our 'full' model specifications, and include a comprehensive set of independent variables and controls. To demonstrate that (i) these results for EU support are robust to alternative model specifications and (ii) our MiOP(C) models are relatively stable; we next present a collection of OP, MiOP and MiOPC robustness models. The first three robustness model triplets each report specifications with more limited subsets of controls (relative to the models reported in our main paper). Here, we begin by reporting OP, MiOP, and MiOPC results with a fairly sparse set of controls (Table A. 3), and then sequentially add-in more controls and predictors of middlecategory inflation (Tables A.4 and A.5). Table A .3 includes three of Elgün and Tillman's main covariates of interest within the outcome stages of the OP, MiOP, and MiOPC model (political trust, xenophobia, and discuss politics); along with rural, female, and an alternate measure of education (college ed.) that is much less fine-grained than the education dummies used in Table 1 of our paper, and by Elgün and Tillman (2007) . The inflation stage specifications of the MiOP(C) models in Table A .3 maintain exclusion restrictions but are limited to discuss politics, true EU knowledge, college ed., rural and female. Table A.4 then adds to both stages controls for age, student, unemployed, as well as including our measure of EU-bid knowledge in the inflation stages of our MiOP(C) models. Table A.5 then additionally adds Elgün and Tillman's dichotomous occupational variables to the outcome stages of our OP, MiOP, and MiOPC models. Across all models reported in Tables A.3-A.5, our substantive findings for EU support are consistent with those discussed in in the main body of our paper. This suggests that (i) our main paper's reported findings do not hinge on the inclusion of any specific control (s) and (ii) the MiOP(C) models are fairly robust in estimation.
[Insert Tables A .3, A.4, and A.5 about here] Having demonstrated that our main findings for EU support hold across a number of smaller model-specifications, we next present three final robustness tables that test how well our fullyspecified models perform when we include additional or alternate measures of our key inflation and outcome stage covariates. Here we treat our main paper's models as the baseline, and then examine how well our primary findings hold under alternate specifications. The first of these three models appears in Table A .6 and reports the results for our main OP, MiOP, and MiOPC model specifications when Income is additionally included in the inflation stage of our MiOP and MiOPC models, and when True EU Knowledge is added to the outcome stage of the MiOP(C) models. As one can see in Table A .6, all substantive results remain unchanged after these additions. Our MiOPC model in Table A .6 also reveals that True EU Knowledge is an insignificant outcome-stage predictor of EU-support, while Income is a positive and significant determinant of informed middle-category responses. However, AICs, as well as Vuong and likelihood ratio tests suggest that the MiOP(C) models presented here are of slightly poorer model fit than those reported in our main paper, and therefore we continue to favor our main models over the models reported in Table A .6.
The second of these three robustness tests (Table A.7) includes an alternate measure of EUbid knowledge within the inflation stages of our 'full' MiOP and MiOPC models (accession informed, described above). We find here that-in line with both our theoretical expectations and our results for EU-bid knowledge-accession informed is positive and statistically significant within the inflation stage of our MiOP and MiOPC models, suggesting that individuals that are better informed of EU accession are less likely to provide a face-saving response. Note here as well that all of the main substantive findings discussed in the main body of our paper hold when using this alternative specification for EU-bid knowledge. The second robustness test presented here additionally adds an alternate measure of media attention (media polecon) to our 'full specification' (Table A.8) . This alternate measure directly assesses individuals' self-reported levels of media-attention to political-economic issues, rather than to the news in general. We find that media polecon is positive and statistically significant in Table A .8, imply- ing that individuals that report consuming more political-economic news are less likely to issue uninformed responses about their country's EU-membership bid. Thus, our MiOP(C) findings appear to be (i) robust to alternative model-specifications and (ii) consistent with our theoretical 13 expectations-i.e., uninformed individuals are likely to provide 'face-saving', middle-category responses survey questions of EU support.
[Insert Tables A.6, A.7 and A.8 about here] Table A .9 presents a series of first differences in predicted values for our full OP and MiOPC models of EU support, along with their associated confidence intervals (CIs). These changes in predicted values are equivalent to those presented within the Boxplots of our main paper.
Specifically, Table A .9 separately reports the predicted changes in the probability of observing each category of EU support, given reasonable changes in discuss politics, gender, and income. 8 The predicted changes for discuss politics and female are consistent with our findings within in the main body of the paper-namely that failing to account for middle category inflation leads one to (i) dramatically overestimate the positive effect of discuss politics on EU support and (ii) estimate a significant negative relationship between female and EU support when the direct relationship in fact appears to be positive. Finally, Table A.9 also indicates that-by not accounting for middle-category inflation-our OP model largely overstates the positive effect of income on EU support.
[Insert Table A .9 about here] 
Support for Anti-Nuclear Movement in Western Europe
In contrast to the ordered survey response question studied in our main paper's application, ordered survey questions of the attitude or opinion variety often do not include a natural middle category response that accommodates attitudes of 'indifference' or 'neutrality.' Instead, many ordered survey responses only allow respondents to provide (weak or strong) attitudes or opinions that can be either for or against a given issue. Problematically, we find that scholars working with these types of response scales often add-in all "don't know" responses as an artificial middle-category to their survey response variables, ex-post (Rohrschneider, 1990; Baumgartner et al., 2012) . Just as the case with "face-saving" responses, "don't know" middle-category responses do not represent the actual midpoint of an underlying (directional) preference dimension, but instead correspond to nondirectional positions that a respondent is unable to place along the ordered dimension scale. Because they are unordered, middle-category "don't know" responses can add measurement error to one's dependent variable, violate assumptions of ordinality, and yield biased estimates of one's covariates of interest. We examine how well our MiOP and MiOPC models account for such potential problems below.
To do so, we draw on an existing study of individual support for new social movements in Western Europe (Rohrschneider, 1990 ). Rohrschneider studies individual-level support for three social movements in Germany, France, Great Britain, and the Netherlands: (i) nature protection associations, (ii) the ecology movement, and (iii) movements concerned with stopping the construction or use of nuclear power plants. Survey questions assessing individuals' support for each movement appear on the Eurobarometer (25) and include the responses of "strongly approve" (= 1), "approve somewhat" (2), "disapprove somewhat" (3), "strongly disagree" (4), and "don't know". We follow Rohrschneider (1990, 13) and use these responses to create ordered dependent variables with "don't know" responses added as a neutral middle category between "support" and "disagree". Rohrschneider (1990) then combines these three response-variables-along with a separate set of questions pertaining to citizens' behavioral intentions towards social movements-into a single-index dependent variable for analysis. We do not undertake this final-step, as it redistributes the indifference-category "don't know" responses across multiple categories of Rohrschneider ' The middle-category of the dependent variable discussed above has been "inflated" with non-ordinal, "don't know" responses. We therefore add a number of plausible determinants of Anti-Nuclear Movement ignorance to our MiOP(C) models' inflation stages in order to estimate which middle-category responses are "inflated" responses, and which are true responses of (relative) indifference. Specifically, we begin by adding Rohrschneider's measures of environmental Self-Interest and environmental Sociotropism to our inflation stages because the indices measure individuals' levels of environmental awareness at the local and national levels (respectively), and hence should be negatively correlated with "don't know" responses on Anti-Nuclear Movement Support. We next include socioeconomic indicators for town-size, Education, and Age; as each variable could be reasonably argued to measure how informed respondents are about issues of national political significance. Finally, we create and include three additional variables to better identify which respondents may be more or less likely to report that they do not know whether or not they support the anti-nuclear movement. These variables are Env Governance-Aware, 20 Env-Uninformed, 21 and Watch EU Parliament on TV. 22 Each of these three additional variables is expected to be a positive predictor of informed middle-category responses, and together with our outcome-stage specifications, these covariates ensure that our MiOP(C) models are overidentified.
The estimates for our OP, MiOP, and MiOPC models of Anti-Nuclear Movement Support appear in Table A .10. We first compare our three models with a range of appropriate model fit statistics. Results of a t-test of ρ = 0 for our data application reveals that ρ is positive and Turing to the MiOPC inflation stage results in Table A .10, we can first note that several of the MiOPC inflation-stage coefficient estimates are significant in their expected directions.
Recall that a positive sign on an inflation-stage coefficient estimate in our MiOP(C) models indicates an increased likelihood that a middle-category response is a true indifference response, and a decreased likelihood that a middle category response is a "don't know" response. Ergo, our MiOPC inflation stage indicates that higher levels of environmental Self-Interest and environmental Sociotropism increase the likelihood of a middle-category response being a true indifference response, rather than a "don't know" response, as the estimates for both variables are positive and statistically significant. The MiOPC model also reports that the effect of Age is negative and significant. This suggests that age decreases the likelihood that a respondent provides an informed middle-category response-perhaps implying a generational gap in levelsof-awareness about 'new' environmental issues. We also find that Environmental GovernanceAware is positive and statistically significant, which intuitively suggests that individuals that are more aware of their government's roles in environmental issues are less likely to provide a "don't know" response to questions of Anti-Nuclear Movement Support. Finally, note that while many of the other inflation-stage variables' coefficient estimates are insignificant, their signs generally point in their expected directions.
We next compare the outcome stage estimates for our OP and MiOPC models in Table   A Rohrschneider (1990) . However, we also find that a number of our coefficient estimates, while maintaining direction and significance across the OP and MiOPC models, dramatically increase in size after middle-category inflation is accounted for.
For example, the coefficient estimates (as well as the outcome-stage marginal effects) for SelfInterest and Sociotropism nearly double in size once middle-category inflation-effects are taken into account by our MiOPC model. Finally, we also find that the outcome stage estimate for Education, which was negative and highly significant in the OP model, is insignificant in the MiOPC model, implying that once middle-category inflation is accounted for, there is no direct effect of education on individuals' likelihood of supporting the antinuclear movement. In sum, our MiOPC model findings suggest that ignoring middle-category inflation in Anti-Nuclear Movement Support can lead to biased inferences in regards to the size and significance of the effects of several commonly studied determinants of social movement support.
[Insert Table A Our replication focuses on the authors' community/national attachment models of trade opinion, which utilizes an ISSP survey dataset covering more than 28,000 individuals and 23 countries. As a dependent variable in these models, Mayda and Rodrik (2005, 1415) create a 'Pro-Trade Dummy' that is coded one if an individual answers either "disagree" or "disagree strongly" to an ordered question asking whether they favor limiting the imports of foreign products, and zero if a respondent instead replies "agree", "agree strongly", "neither agree nor disagree", or "don't know" to this same question. The authors then estimate their models of pro-trade support using a series of probit specifications. Note that Mayda and Rodrik also evaluate their claims by employing the original 1-5 ordered survey response measure of trade support (described below) as the dependent variable and estimating ordered logit models for this ordered survey response dependent variable. They point out that their results from the ordred logit models are similar to the results (discussed below) that they obtain from their probit specification (see Mayda and Rodrik, 2005, 1397) . Given our focus on the MiOP(C) models, for our replication, we thus re-estimate Mayda and Rodrik's models using the original ordered survey response measure of trade support, rather than their dichotomized measure. To ensure that our results are comparable to Mayda and Rodrik (2005) , we re-code this ordered variable to take on higher values for more pro-trade responses, and add "don't know" responses to our middle, indifference category.
Our dependent variable (Pro-Trade) thereby ranges from 1-to-5, with a natural middle "indifference" category and higher values representing stronger support for international trade.
For Pro-Trade, we suspect there to be middle-category inflation of both the "face-saving" and "don't know" varieties. Univariate statistics lend support to this assertion, and indicate that the middle-category of Pro-Trade is the second most frequent response-category for this variable. We therefore replicate Mayda and Rodrik' analyses using this new dependent variable and a set of OP, MiOP, and MiOPC models. For our OP, MiOP, and MiOPC outcome-stage variables, we include all of the independent variables reported in Mayda and Rodrik's full community/national attachment model specification. These include socioeconomic controls for Age, 23 Male, Citizen, and Education, 24 variables measuring respondents levels of town, country, continent, and country attachment, 25 and covariates intended to capture respondent-pride in national-level factors, democracy, political influence, the economy, and social security. 26 Altogether this set of outcome-stage independent variables makes our OP, MiOP, and MiOPC models comparable in specification to (probit) Model 4 in Table 7 of Mayda and Rodrik (2005, 1415) .
Given that the middle category of Pro-Trade is likely inflated by both "face-saving" responses and actual "don't knows," we seek to include inflation-stage variables in our MiOP(C) models that either (i) capture individuals' propensities to be uninformed about the politicaleconomy of international trade or (ii) are related to individuals being more (or less) likely to provide "don't know" or "face-saving" responses to survey questions in general. We therefore specify our MiOP(C) inflation stages with Age, Education, Male, Citizen, and an ordinal variable measuring how much time a respondent has spent living abroad. 27 Based on the EUfindings reported earlier, as well as on extant literature relating to (i) individual-support for free trade (Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2006; Mansfield and Mutz, 2009; Medrano and Braun, 2011) 20 and (ii) gender-based response-set behaviors (Mondak and Anderson, 2004) , we hypothesize that Age, Education, Male, Citizen, and Lived Abroad will all be positive predictors of an individual's likelihood to provide a true indifference-response on Pro-Trade. We also argue that, while Lived Abroad may be correlated with whether or not an individual is trade-informed, it is unlikely that this variable will be directly associated with individuals' actual levels of ProTrade support in one direction or another; for our pooled-country sample. Together with the choices of outcome stage covariates described above, this inflation stage specification ensures that our MiOP and MiOPC models are overidentified.
Our main OP, MiOP, and MiOPC models of Pro-Trade appear in Table A .11 below. As above, we begin by comparing these three models with a number of relevant model fit statistics.
A t-test of ρ = 0 for our MiOP and MiOPC models of trade support reports that ρ is positive and significant in the MiOPC model; which suggests that our MiOPC model should be favored over the MiOP model. Our OP, MiOP, and MiOPC AIC-values confirm this finding, and indicate that our MiOPC model should be favored over both the the MiOP and OP models. Finally, we find that Vuong tests favor the MiOPC model over our MiOP model for this particular application, and similarly favor the MiOP(C) models over the OP model. In sum, the model fit statistics discussed here indicate that the MiOP(C) models are superior to the OP model, and that our MiOPC model is superior to a comparable MiOP model. We accordingly focus on comparisons of our OP and MiOPC models below.
Beginning first with the inflation stage of our MiOPC model for trade support, Table A.11 indicates that a number of our inflation-stage coefficient estimates are significant in their expected directions. Similar to the findings in our main paper for EU-membership support, we again find that gender is a significant predictor of middle-category inflated responses. Specifically, we find here that males are more likely to provide true indifference responses, whereas females are more likely to provide "face-saving" responses or "don't knows". This finding is consistent with our findings for EU-support, as well as with the gender-based response set behaviors discussed in (Mondak and Anderson, 2004) . In addition, we also find that Education is a strong positive predictor of informed middle-category responses on Pro-Trade, which intuitively suggests that middle-category respondents with higher education levels are less likely to be "face-saving" or "don't know" respondents. Therefore, our inflation stage estimates lend some support to our assertions of middle-category inflation within the ordered, Pro-Trade dependent variable. However, our inflation stage covariates measuring Lived Abroad, Age, and Citizen are never significant in our MiOP or MiOPC models of Pro-Trade, which together suggests that there is more work to be done in identifying robust predictors of individuals' trade-related knowledge-levels.
The outcome stages of our OP and MiOPC models of trade support similarly reveal a number of interesting findings. The vast majority of outcome stage covariates remain significantand in their expected directions-across our OP and MiOPC models. In support of the findings discussed in Mayda and Rodrik (2005, 1415) , this suggests that outcome stage covariates such as Male, Education, regional attachments, and national pride all have a significant and robust effects on Pro-Trade, no matter whether middle-category inflation is accounted for or not. 28 However, we also find that a number of outcome-stage estimates change in either substantive magnitude or statistical significance once middle-category inflation is explicitly modeled. Most notably, the estimate for Age was positive but insignificant within Mayda and Rodrik's full specification and was found to be negative but insignificant within our OP model; which in turn is consistent with results reported in a number of similar studies (e.g., Mansfield and Mutz, 2009 ). However our MiOPC model suggests that once middle-category inflation is accounted for, Age has a significant negative direct effect on individuals' levels of support for international trade.
This finding is interesting, and is consistent with the results for age that Mayda and Rodrik (2005) report within a separate set of models. Furthermore, Mayda and Rodrik (2005, 1415) report in their study that factors such as a respondents' pride in their country's economy and social security system does not have a statistically significant on their propensity to support free trade. In contrast, we find in the outcome stages of the MiOP and MiOPC models that respondents' pride in their country's economy and social security system has a strong positive and 22 statistically significant on their propensity for supporting free trade effect. Thus, our MiOP and MiOPC model in particular suggests that, by not taking into account middle-category, surveystudies may be underestimating the direct effect of the factors mentioned above (age, economic pride, pride in social security) on individuals' levels of support for free trade.
[Insert Table A .11 about here] 23 Notes 1 This implies that 30% of the respondents in the sample have opted for the middle category response in the ordered survey response dependent variable. We set the degree of middlecategory inflation to the conservative level of 30% as it helps us to explore the boundaries of the MiOP(C) model under "less-than ideal" (i.e. moderate) conditions.
2 Estimation was undertaken in R with the aid of a high performance computing (HPC) center. 3 Relative to each estimates' respective true values, then averaged over 1, 000 simulations. 4 Calculated as the percentage of times that a true parameter falls within the 95% confidence intervals of that parameter's estimate, out of 1, 000 simulations. 5 Which is estimated by restricting µ 1 to zero. 6 Tables of the mean estimates, coverage parameters, and RMSE's for all models discussed here are not reported to save space, but are available on request.
7 With the exception of β 2 when inflation is at 30%. 8 Discuss politics was changed from 1 to 3, for female from 0 to 1, and income from 5 to 8.
All other variables held to their means or modes, m = 1000. accountant, or business owner', respectively. 12 Respondents' left-right orientation (1 − 10, with 10 being furthest right). 13 Respondents' income (in quartiles).
14 Size of Town is coded as the self-reported size of respondents' towns (1 =Rural town, 2 =Medium town, 3 =Big town). 15 Respondents' actual age in years. 16 Education is ordinal (1-9), and corresponds to the age at which a respondent finished education; ranging from 14 years (= 1) to 22 years or older (= 9) with "still studying" treated as missing.
17 A four-item index of respondents postmaterial value priority. 18 The summed responses on respondents' indications of whether they have reason to complain (ranging from 1-4-with 4 indicating the most reason to complain-which is reverse coded from the actual dataset coding) about 7 specific environmental problem-areas. 19 The summed responses on respondents' levels of concern (ranging from 1-4-with 4 indicating the most concern-which is reverse coded from the actual dataset coding) across 7 different environmental issue areas. 20 Does respondent know if the authorities in respondent's country are concerned about the environment (= 1)? Otherwise, (= 0). 21 The number (0-10) of specific environmental issue areas that the respondent indicates that they'd like to be better informed about. 22 Coded as a binary variable indicating whether or not respondent reported having watched the European Parliament on Television. 27 23 Measured as respondents' actual reported age. 24 Measured as the age at which a respondent completed schooling. 25 Ordinal, ranging from 1-4, with high values (re)coded to denote stronger reported levels of attachment. Note that, following Mayda and Rodrik (2005) , country-level attachment is labeled National Pride (1). 26 All pride measures are ordinal, ranging from 1-4, with higher values (re)coded to denote more reported pride in each specific construct.
27 Lived Abroad ranges from 1 to 4, with values of 1 corresponding to individuals that reported "never" having lived abroad, and values of 4 corresponding to respondents that had lived abroad "5 years or more". 28 The estimates from some covariates in the OP specification are not consistent with the sign and significance (or lack thereof) of the same covariates reported by Mayda and Rodrik (2005) . 
